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ABSTRACT ‘

: CEQ~The Advisor ratings from 400 of 763 class
sections from the spring of 1971 administration dere divided into tuo
'groups of 200 sections each. The sections wvere separated into five:
-groups depending oh the proportion of students taking the class as a
requirement. These proportions-were as follows: more than 4/5 cf the
student enrollment was mandatory, 3/5 to 4/5 of student enrollment
vas mandatory, etc. Identical analyses were performed on each sample
with identical results.|One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) on each
of t4é six subscales of|the CEQ yielded statistically significant
differences among -the mean ratings of the five groups. Polynomical
trend analyses sulisequeptly.showed that the linear trend was
significant (p .01) in each case. This result isplied that as the
proportion of students taking a class because of a requirement
increases, the ratings /given to the course and instructor decrease
Suggestions were made to caution instructors about interpreting ¢
results .for classes that have high' or low proportions of
requirement-enrolled syudents. It was suggested also that further
investigationg be perfg¢rmed in this area hefore the results presented
here are regarded as cinclusive evidence. (Author) - S
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- CEQ=The Advisor ratings froa 400 of 763 class eectione from the apring of-
1971 administration were divided into two groups of 200 eectione each. The
,”aectiona were separated into five groups depending on,the proportion of etu-..‘
\ dente teking the claas as a requirement. These proportione were as followuz
more than 4/5 of the(etudent ‘envollment was mandatory, 3/5 to 4/5 of -student
enrollment vas mandatory, etc. .

Identical analyses were performed on each aample with identical resulta.
One-way.analyses of variance (ANOVA) on each of the eix eubscalea of the CEQ
‘yiei\éa statiatically eignificant differencea among the mean ratings of the
five groups. Polynomial trend analyeea subsequently showed that the linear
trend was significant (p < .01) in each case. This renuft idplied that asg the
Eproportion of students teking a class. because of a requirement increases, the
‘ratingp given to the coyrse- and inatructor. decreases. . h \\\

| Suggeetione were made to caution instiuctors about interpreting CEQ . res~
ults for claeses which have high or low ptoportions of requirement enrolled
netudente. It was suggeeted also that further inveatigations be performed in
.this area before the results preeented hete are regarded as conclusive avidence.
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generally opposed to having their students rate them. ):, L

u o HOULﬁ THE paoponrxon OF STUDENTS TAKING A
CLA%S AS A REQUIREMENT AFFECT STUDENT RATING OF THE COURSE?
Gerald M, Giilmore and Dale C. Brandenburg

The perennisl problem of determining the effectivenessiof the college

instructor has been pondered over, particularly'by those dir ctly inVolvsd

in the educational system. To hdve college instructors rated by their stu~-

’dentu is not a universally accepted proéedure among college staffs, instead

1t‘presents an area of.controversy. Sources of . objections to such a pro-
cedure are m@nifold, éspecially from the faculty members who are probably '

worried about their possible rating and from administrators who are. concerned
bout faculty morale., Ryans (1954) .discussed this attitude of college

1nstructors toward student ratings and listed reasons why'instructors are

" - »

v
L
?

‘At the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign one instrument-uséd to‘

A

eyaluate teaching effectiveness was the Illinois'Course Evaluation Question-

"

nalre-The Advisor (CEQ-The Advisor). 12 1962 4 committee from the Student

Senate agreed to‘investigate‘the quslity of teaching-on/the campus (Dillﬁén,-:

'1970) . From 1962 until 1968, several polls of student opinion of teacher
effectiveness were taken at the lUniversity. Bowever, a complete overview

of student opinion could rot be cbtained for a number of reasons. Finally,

4in 1968, the Subcommittee on Course and Teacher Evaluation of the Educational

Affairs Committee of the Student Senate, with the cooperation of the deans

and heads of departments of the colleges, decided to obtain an evaluation

of teachers and courses by.distributing questionnaires in the classroom. ‘ *

Starting in the school year of 1968, students rated their instructors and

courses by answering objective questions on- computerized forms at the end

<



' L . . [N
1 . ¥
' . .
¢ S 2,
. .
f ' . ‘ /
L . . . ' ’ -

3 og;each gemester. On the back of the qvestionnaire form they algo reaponded"
: to open-ended queetions; euch ast What are your general comments about the e

inetructor 1n thie coursel ﬁg;_zhorough details about the development of

< The Advisor see Feldman' s report (1970) | ©d

. B the questiopnaire‘ueed_for_evaluating-the courses o}feted‘in the epriog
‘semester oﬁ 1972rwas eo}ied the CéQ»Tﬁe Advieor. The Céq_iqetruﬁent congists

of 50 items which are divided into six subsciles: General Course ettitude; \\i if4 o

N\ Hethod of Imstruction, Course Content, Ioteree; - Attention; Instructor, and
- ‘Specific Items (Alzamoni and ‘Spencer,’ 1973) The first through the fifth

subscelee contein e{ght 1tems each, the last subscale has ten 1tems (see E

° t

Appendix A). This %nformation is shown in Table 1.

-
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... Table 1

‘SubscaLes of the CEQ-The Adv#sor ~ /
! ‘ . ’ ™~
" Subscales ' " Number of Items
. 1. General Course Attitude ’ 8 3
2, Method of Instructfon 8 B
3. Course Content, 8 _ ‘
' T \
4. Interest - At{ention ‘_8
L 5. ‘Ingtructor ‘\ . 8 .
6. Specific Items \ 10
—— "=
. Total =~ ‘ *50

Students indicate their degree“of agreement or disagteement on each .
1tem. Responses to *he 50 queetionn&ire items are based on a four-point

scale of Strongly Agree (s4), Agree (A) .Disagree (D). and Strongly Disagree

Q. (Sh). These alternatives receive the we19‘t of 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively,
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for the positively stated items and the réverse ueighting for the negqtive ones. -

\

y
Each item has a predetermined best answer which receives the highest weith

. ‘. .
St The mean of each item 1s calculated by the arithmetic average of the.students
~ . responses.. Higher means. on the CEQ-The Advisor indicate more - favorable atti-v
tudes, _ - S - I

The CEQ-The Advisor 1is voluntanily administered by the instructbr to his
class. After the answer Bheets are scored the. results are returned to the
instructor who administered the instrument. The purposes of the CEQ~The |
Advisor are to provide the instructor with some insight iuto the manner in
which he and hie coufse are perceived by his students and thus suggest ways
to improve his course;’ to make publication of resultslavsilable to the stu-
dents;.toléive.the students an opportunity to gain broader hnouledge of course
,material, methods; and’objectives than is now available; and to enable the

»

i administrators within each college to gain insight into the overall effect~
iveness of its course offerings.“ > h
The purpose of this study was to determine whether student overall
‘ratings of courses are affected by the proportion of the class taking it as a
- requirement. In other words, does ‘the ciass with the majority, say 80%, of

students taking it as a requirement receive louer ratings than a class with
a smallEr percentage of students taking 1t 28 a requirement? Other investi~ - |
‘gations<(Gage, l961 Heilman and Aruentrout, 1936; Lovell snd Haner, 1955)
haue shown conflicting results. The null hypothesis to be»tested was that
there is no significant difference among the.ratings obtained when differing

' proportions of students take a course as a requirementE

A
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+ The data was obtained from instructors who voluntarily.administsred the
CEQ-The Advisor to their classes in the spring semester of 1971, Both under-
'graduate and gradua?e level classes were used. The instrument was adminiatered
during regular class or final examination periods. . In all classes: the ques-" .
tionnaire was given near enough to the end of the semester 80 that’ students
could estimate their current performance in the course. A total of 763 class
sections were available for study. |
Vhrtabl R S o | T

This study used the six CEQ subacales as dependent variables. These ares

'

(1) General Course‘Attitude, (2) Method of Instruction, (3) Course Content,
4) Interest —.dttention, (5) Instructor; and (6) Specific Items. The indepenii

-

dent variable, proportion of students taking a course as a requirement, was
formed by dividing available class results into five groups as follows. |
Group 1 was composed of the classes which“had 80% of the students tsking
the course as a requixement. o o .
Group 2 was composed of thevclasses which had 60% to 79Z of the students -
. taking the course a& b requirement.. _ \
Groups 3, 4, and 5 similarily consisted of 40% to 59%, 20% to 392 and
lesa‘;han 20% of the students taking the course as a requirement,-respec-
tively. | |
g Data Analyszs .

’ . In this atudy the total sample of 763 sections was randomly dividad into !

two samples of 200 sections each The only restriction of selecting the data
_ was that the same course taught by the same instructor was not included in the

same roup. ‘The differences in, ratings were examined within each sudscale.

- T .
-
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Meane for’each subscele of each group were computed. One-way ANOVA was used

for 1nvestigatfhg the difference in ratings within: éach subggg}e. The over-

W all strength of aseociation between the percentage of etudente taking courses

'as a requirement and the rating was estimated by the following formula (Hays, -

' 1963, p. 38?) X s
i © I o ,
| | © st w? W58 between - (J ~ 1) MS within
b L o ‘ S5 total + M5 within
o f f  where J J/number of groups i | : : o -
\ ! N ~. ) * . . - .
The polynomial regreesion techn:lque1 was then applied in order to 1nveet1~
. '

,gate the trend of the relationehip between dependent and independent variables

_within each-eamplt. SN . T

e \ Reenlts o
_ Generalfcpuree‘Atpitude o o .

P " The means obtained from the‘ratings for the five groups in both samples

. are shown in Table 2. For Sample 1, the highest mean was 3 32 and the lowest

.
»*

. was 2. 94 for Sample 2, the highest mean was 3. 37 and the lowest was 2.93.

| The classes which had less than 207 of the students taking the'couree as a
requirenent received the higheet rating, while thé‘lenest rating was observed
for the group which had more than gb ' ‘

% required-enroilment students. The res-

»;i\\' ults-in both samples were similar.

lIt -should be noted that the polynomidl regression technique was epplied
4in this case even ‘though there may have been a violation of one of its
. assumptions. That is, the abscissa had five points which do: not neces-.

' sarily constitute an interval scale. However, we aré confident that the
‘measure on the abscissa (proportion of class) is at least monotonically
related to.the true proportion scale based on group means. Therefore,
rJr analyses for trend are approximate and the seriousness of the viola-
tion cennot be regarded as a detriment to the results in general (Nunnelly,
1967, Pe 25). : :
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h depenoent variable. The F«ratio was statistically significant with probabili:§\~_,»

I
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g Table 2

t _ Means for General Course Attitude o s o

T : TR T X

£ Group Sample 1 | Sawple 2 | Sawple I | Sample 7 _

1. 80-100%.required 1 s6 .80 | 2.94 2.93
2. 60-79% required. . | 27 | 35 .11 306 .
3. 40-59% required ™' | 27 | 26 | 3.04 | 321 °
4. 20-39% required . . | 48 22 3.24 3.25
5." Less thap£0% required 42 [ 31 1 3.32 3.37. . "

.

One-way ANOVA was performed using the pr0portion of required-ehrollment

students as, _the independent variab]e -and the obtained subscale ratings as the
" \

’

?

'of'less than ;01 in both %amplea (see Table 3 for ANOVA) . Ehe index of w?

showed . that the indmaendent variable was estimated to account for only 12% of

the vériance in the ratings for Sample 1, ‘and 20% for Sample 2. Thus, knowing

8 student s~group membership:ﬂoes not appreciably assist in predicting his

, rating'of<the‘c1asa. In both eamples, the trend of the relationship between

the independent and dependent variables was 1inear. In other words, the linear
regression was fitted to the data, ‘and it was found to be statietically signi-

ficant at the .01 level. This result is shown in: Table.3 and graphed in .

Figure 1. - - o o . p‘ :
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e Table 3 '
One-way 2ANOVA Includiugkthe Tost for Linear
) Trend and Estimated w? for General Course Attitude '
’ Source of Variation arl ss | mus P’ !
Sampié 1 _
Between Groups ' 41 4.4922 | 11231 | 7.8858* |0.1210
Linear Trend '~ C 1| 4.0974 | 4,0974 | 28.7739%
- Resfdual . 3| 0.3948 | 0.1316
’Withtn”Groups 195 | 27.7709 | 0.1424
Total | 199 | 32.2631
. Sample 2 o ,
] Between Groups | 4 | 5.9354 | 1.4838 | 13.4182% [0.19%0
Linear Trend 1| 5.8580 | 5.8380 | 52.9656%
Sl ‘Residual 3] 0,074 | 0.0258
Withia Groups - 195 | 21.5639 | 0.1106
Total 1 199 | 27,4993
< .01 . . | ' Lo

 Method of Instruction .

The means for the Method of Instruction subecale are given in Table 4. 1In.

both samples, the highest ratings were in the fifth group, i. e., lees than 202 .

of required-enrollment students, while the classes which had more than 804 of
‘ /

Fad

requiredvenrollment students regeived the lowest ratings.
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-7+ 'Table 4

e : h A 'Heans for Method of Insttuction,
0. y"
. - N S SR o
_S¥oUP_ 1 Sample 1 | Sample 2 | Sample 1 | Sample 2 ,' P
1 s6 | 80 2,69 | 272
2 Y 5. |- 2.87 2.86 - .
. S 27 26 2,78, | 2,90 '
R 4 48 22 | U2.95 | 2.86
5 42 - 37 | ‘2,98' | 3.08°
. Total | 200 | 200 - | 2.85 2,85
) | o |
- -
B ! A/' .

The results of‘oneénefv;NOVAfg;e shown.in Table 5. The tests yielded f,
eignificdnth-ra;ios with'péohabiiity'less than .01 in both eenolee. However,
the proportion of reguired-enroilment sfudenes in clase‘wasiestimAEed (via w’i l
to account for about 6% of.the variance for Sample 1 fatings and slightly -

) over QZ for Sample 2, The trend analyéis'showed that linear regression nae
fitted to the data in both cases and the result was statiatically significant
"'Et .Ol‘level hﬁ'ﬁhbﬁn in Table 4. dAn-illusttetiOn'of the” litear trépﬁ“fo;,: )
| mean fagings is given in Figure 2. o
. Courge Content. . e o ' .

The first group oi students gave the 1owesc mean ratings for the Course

‘Content subscale, specifically, 2 78 and 2,70 for Sample 1 and - Sample 2, N

- respectively. The classes which were compoged of less than 202 of rcquireom
enrollment atudepts received the highest ratings as shown in Table 6. These ’
were 3, 04 for Sample 1 and 3.08 for Sample 2, In Sample 2, the class rating‘
means &ncreased as the proportion of the required-enrollment students deureaaed.‘

A similar result_can be noted in Sample 1 except for a reveraal between Groupe
o ’ _ . ' Lo

ERIC 2'anas. - - o ~
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Table 5 T .
0ne~way»hNOVA Iﬁcluding»thé Test fOtvLinear
:'Treqd and Estimated Qzlfor Me~hod of Instruétion
'- \‘ - . ‘ -.: ) !
: . Source of Variation | a¢ | ss o} ws R | w?
o " ' 1 4‘ L ‘ B ) N ,Sa;np}e 1 - .
¢ Between Groups - | 4. | 2:7600 | 0.6900 | 4.0584% | 0.0576
| ‘Linear Trend . - 1 | 2.3515° | 02,3515 | .13.8324% | -
| dgeldual - ° 3 | 0.4085 | o0.1362 | o
~ Within Groups 195 | 33,1527 ' 0.1700 . |
“fotal . 199 | 35.9127 - o L
- . | Sample 2 -
Between Groups = 4 3.5442 | 0.8860 | 5.6248% |-, 0.0847
Linear Trend L] 03,1377 ] 3.1377 | -19.9219% | -
. Residual 0 | 0.4065 | 0.1355 |
~ Within Groups - 195 | 30.7175 | 0.1575
Total | 199 | 34,2617 1
Ap < ,01
Tabl;a 6‘ ,
v _ .
Means.fo;.Course Content
N — - -
P - X ‘
rouP“;_Samgle 1 | Sample 2 | Sample 1 | Sample 2
1 56 . 80 2.78 2,70
2 a7 35 - 2.88 | 2.8 -
) 3 2 26 | 2,86 2.95 _ Air
4 48 22 3.00 | 3.03 o
s | 42 37 3.04 3.08
Total | 200 200 2.91 2.86
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The F-fikib from one-way ANOVA was significant at .Ol level in both aamplesz

. The eatimated w? for Samples 1 and 2 vere .11 and .24, respect?vely.‘ The linear

Iy

\ﬁ\’ - trend was statistically significant at 1% level.’xThe results of the above anal-

‘ ,' . yae& are ,presented in Table 7. Figure 3 shows the linear t:reng for the nean
- a : ’ . - ! , T

. ratings of each group in ea¢h sample.

—

-

O\ ' Table 7

Sy, E
One-way ANOVA Including the Test for Linear -
Trend and Estima;ed w? fo; Coursge Content * <)
© . Source“of Varlation | dr 88 s | o F - o
| - L * Sample 1
‘ o - *‘uq;~ - - :
. Between Groups = 4 2,0965 | 0.5241 6.9197% | 0.1063
; _ g ,
. Linear Trend ' B N 1.9577 1.9577 [ 25.8613%
.~ Residual 3 | 0.1388 | o0.0463 | 1
“Within Groups ~ . | 195 | 14.7700 | 0.0757 -
Total o 199 | 16.8666 <)
‘ Sample ? ‘
( : .

' Between Groups N 4,5993 | --0.1150 16,6740% | 0.2387.
Linear Trend R 1 4.493;; 4.4932 65.1188% | -
Residual- ) 3 '0,1051 0.0350. {«

‘Within Groups. T 195 || 13,4469 0.0690 .
Total 199 18,0462
*p < .01
v %
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As obgerved in the previous analyses, the group which had less than 20% of
ths required-enrollment students in class gave the n5ghest ratings for this sub-

scale in both samples. The lowest ratings for the Interest » Attsntion subscale»

- were in the first group and these were 2,61 and 2.62 for Samples 1 and 2, respecte~

.

ively. The‘means for this stsecals are shown 1n Table 8. ) -

. | ) ‘ ) Kt

Table 8

* Means for Interest -_Attentioh

L

N | X

Group Sample 1 | Sample 2 | Sample 1 .| Sample 2

1 | s6 80 - | 2.61 |- 2.62q
C2 27 )., 35 .2.82 2,75
3 27 | 2 |-275 | 296 o
4 8 | 22 | 2,99 2,99 .
5 42 37 . 3.0 [ 31
Total | 200 | 200 2,86 | 2,82

. ® ' . . P i
f - ) “ 4 . ,}\ R

According to the one-way AMOVA results, the hypothesis of no effect of the

prOportion of the required-enrollment students in clas//on the ratings ‘was

*

'rsjectsd at .01 level in both sauples. Approximately 127 and 19% of the vari—

ance in retinga (estimated by w?) was accounted £or by the proportiou of the

required—enrollment students in, Samples 1 and 2, respectively. The result of

'»,the trend analysis was significant at .01 level for a linear trend. Therefore. "‘\
| the linear regression was fitted to both data sets. The results of these |
5‘,analyses are givca in Table 9. Figure 4 illustrates tbe linear ttend for the

‘:%~msan ratings of this variablo for each group in each sample. ;*'

: R A . P , . . Te e . o oL 1 .
. N N . . 2 N N ol ' . : .



Table 9
One-way ANOVA Including he Test for Linear

" Trend and Estimated w® for Interest - Attention

" Source of Variation df Yes | Ms ¢ P o
. ‘ Sample i ,
- - L.
Between Groups 4 5.5610 | 1.3903 | 7.9181% [ 0.1215
Linear Trend | 1 4.9641 | 4.9641 |- 28,2694 '
Restdual 1 3| o.s969 | 0.1990 |
_Within Groups . - 195 | 34.2381/ | 0.1756 :
_ Total | S| 199 | 39.7991 |
e - . Sample'2 o
ﬁetween Groups ;, 4 7.52%8' ;1}8825‘, 12,9811* - 051933- '
Linear Trend | 1 7.3914 \| #7.3914 | S0 .9752*‘ o
Residual =~ ) 3] o Zaa \ 0.0461 |
Within Groups - | 195 | 28.2780 | \0.1450
,\\'J Total - . | 199 | 35/8079 !
S A
<0 ]
.- | | / )
| Ihstruator S o o B

The means of instructor rating are presented in Table 10. The instructors
_teaching classes which had more ttran 80% of .the required—enrollment students
(Group 1) received the lowest rating, i.e., 3 06 and 3.03 in Samples 1 and 2,
respectively. The instructors teaching the fourth group, i.e;, 20% -391 of
the required-enrollment students, received the highest ratings in Sample l and ‘
the onee teaching lese than 20%. of the required-enrollment studente received . ",
“;kthe higheet ratings in Sample 2 _;A ‘j '5i3f ’
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Table 10 . o,

Means for Instructor:

Group .Aﬁﬁggg;g_;_? Sample 2 'égggig 1 | Sample 2
1 s6 |- s .| 3,06 3.0
2 oo o oves o oaae | 32 - _
3 27 | 26 | 322 | 31 0 ;
. 8 | 2 | 32 | 3w A
5 42 N R N 3.27
“rotal | 200 |- 200 .| 3.6 | ~3.d2

L ) - . ) ) sl
Ths results of one-wsy ANOVA are given in Table 11. *The F-ratio was signi-

'ficant at »05 level for Sample 1, and at .01 for Sample 2, The proportion of

the required-enrollment students in class qu estimated by w? to account for only
.sbout 3% and 6% of the variance in the instructor ratings in Samples 1 end 2.

respectiveiy. Only the linear regressionlwas aiguificsnt at .01 level in both .

sets. ?he resolts are given in Table 11. AFigurelS_soows the linesr,trehd'fot ‘ S

the mean rstings of the instructor‘subscaie..' A

| SPeOsza Itéms ’ |
For the Specific Items subscale. the highest ratings were in the fifth

._group, i.e., 2 98 and 3. 02 in Samples 1 and 2, respectively. ‘Again, the first

group gave the loweet rstings. i.e., 2, 85 and 2,81 1in Ssmples 1 and 2, reepect-

ively, The mean ratings increased as the proportion of ‘the required-enrollnent
¢ 2

RN
IR e
——l .

' students decressed in Ssmple 2 snd a similar result was’ noted for\Sample 1
. \/

‘fexcept for a reverssl for Groups 2 and 3. The resulte ara shown in Table 12°;

‘Lt;ri;‘ifl"‘o$o .
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Table 11 S
N .

One-way ANOVA Inclgding the Test for Linear

* Trend_énd Estimated w? for Instructor
“Source of Vaiiation | .’ df ss | e CF w?
‘ : . - Semple 1°-
~ Between Groups 4 | 10120 | 0.2550 || 2.4472% 0.0281
Linear Trend 0.8341 | 0.8341 | 8,0667%% | - -
Residual 0.1779 | 0.0593 | o
Within Growps | 195 | 20,1585 | 0.1034
' Total - | 199 [. 211705 |
Sawplé 2 |
' ... Between Groups 1.5433 | 0.3858 | 4.2554%k | 0,0611
Linear Trend 1.4916 | 1.4916 | 16.4454%%: |
Residual N 0.0517 | o0.0172 Y
© Within Growps | 195 | 17.6803 | 0.0907 o
Total . 'J 2199 | 19.2236 ‘
M <.".°5  N o e S .
s~ Mp <01 o \ ‘ :
L, ‘ Table 12 .
’ . U o Meané'for Specific Items .
N . X _
‘ Group Sawple 1 [ Sample 2 1 Sample 1 | Semple 2° .
| 1 56. .| 80 2.85 | 2.81
. 2 21 | 35| 292 | 2.89 |
3 '-  27 | 26 © 2,87 . ,2.97' 2
4 | e | 220 | 296 | 298
. 5 |37 | 298 | %02
o T . mopal | 200 .| 200 | 292, | 290
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Significant differences in ratings were ifound at the .05 level 1n Sample 1 ‘
K and at the .01 level in Sample 2. Approximately kY3 and slightly OVer 92 of the
-variances (estimated by w?) in ratings were- accounted for by the percéntage of
required-enrollment etudente 1n:§/ppiee 1. and 2, respectively. In both data
Jets,nthe ttend‘analyaie was not significant beyond linear. The teaultant
analyaee are presented in Table ié. Figure 6 shows the lineat trend for t.he

mean ratings for each group within each sample.

' \ | . ‘. - ' - | ! .l ‘ . ; -)‘-‘
Table 13
. Onc-way ANOVA Including the Test for Linear
d Trend and Estimated w? for Specific Items
4
Source of Variation | .df SS MS- P w?
’ | | §amp1e ) o A
~ Between Grows | 4 | “0.6215 | o0.1554 [ 2.5731% | o.0305
- Linear Trend 1 0.5195 | 0.5195 | . 8.6010%% [
" Residual - 3| 0.1020 | 0.0340
" Within Groups o} 195 | 11,7747 | 0.0604
‘Total | 199 | 12,3962
" Sample -2 o
Between Groups 4| 14096 | 0.3524 | ‘6.1956% | 0.0941
Linear Trend 1 | 1.3268 1.3268. | 23,3181%*
Residual 3 | .0.0828 | 0.0276 -
‘Within Groups . - 195 | 11.0914° | 0.0569 o |
: Vroga1f o 199 | 12500 -} N

**p < ,Ol
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o Group l and Group 5._‘"

° § " ' . ) . © . | .:- N ! . 22 .

'Discussion and Conclusions
" The results of the study clearly indicare that instruchrs and courses get,
-different ratings using the CFQ The Advisor, depending upon the proportion of
'datudents enrolled in a class who take that class as a requirement. In general

it was found that the larger the proportion of- students taking 4 course as 4

requirement, the lower the ratings given to the courge, -

’

This conclusion is justified for the following two reasons:

(1) The overall F-ratio for each of the six CEQ-The Advisor subscales for

. each of .the two samples of class sections were statistically signifi—

‘cant, ' R

(2) The results of the trend analyses for each,subscale and sample-indicateyfi'

" a statistically significant linear trend. In each case‘it was‘determined

qthat the linear regression line fitted Rhe data substantially better than

' any higher-order regression line Q; < ,01 for linear- others not signifi-

. [
.cant).,

v -

Thus, it is concluded that the 1inear standardized regression weight ig different

" from zero (here, poaitive) for each analysis; ‘é;__‘ : RN L.

<),.

It can be observed from the tables of means for each subscale that there does

not appear to be substantial differencEs between the highest and lowest means for ,A

either_of the two samples. However, if thege means are interpreted in reference
_.to‘the norms for any of the subscales, obvious'and important decile differencee
_can be'notedl To illustrate this point Table lb was develOped in reference to
.ythe subecale norms from the CEQ Manual (Aleamoni, l972) for total UniVersity of

~Illinois sections and the emaZZer of the two sample mean differences between
' .

od )
e,
it
O ;ivt:

;
7

5 LA
I
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It is easy to gee f¥om Table 14 that Group 1 ratings are below ths median )

,fjgt;nt'~and Group 5 retihgs are at( or. above, the median for each subscaleg

. 23,
p ' . Table 14 )
Norm Decile Changoe Correaponding to Group 1. ; o :, -f;
N . | l, ~ and Group 5 Mean Differences ‘ ' |
L] . t} . | A\ “‘~"
s . Means and Difference. - |} Decile Change ; o
Subscale. . | Group .1 | Group 5 | Diff, | Group 1 | Group 5 , -g;l
General Course Attitude - 2,9 | 3,32 | .38 - 3 \\ Y A S
. oo J > P B I . . . . . B
- ‘Method of Instruction ©2,6% -1 2,98 | .29 | & "6 SR
' Course Cortent 278 |30 |26 | 4 ] 7
. Interest - Attentfon | 2.61 | 3.02 | .41 3. 7 R
. Instructor .- . | 3.06 | 3.22 [ .16 | "4° V5 LA
Specific Items 2.85 | 2.98 | .13 4 . R

This result has clear implications toward the interpretation of CEQ rat=-.
' ings. for classes which have- high or. low proportions of required-enrollment
yoo students in a class. However, we cannot confidently conclude that required
courses’ will always receive low ratings simply because those courses are- "dull" o
from the student 8 pcint of view. These results, on the other 1and, do show .
“;‘in general that instructors in these courses aré penalized because of the |

K \ ' R

- " course's status, o :*_:,‘ o IR
a,i‘ :Ak ; - Other variables that may influence these ratings should be investigstéi
- before separate norm tablee or another similar method 18’ used to equalize th® {~
affect of required—enrollment.l It ie also necessary to replicate this study \\
!ftl t with data from other semesters. These investigations ehould be undertsken ';“ ,

before the results presented here should be regarded as conclusive evidence.,;

T K - e R I e R ER
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1.1, I'\'()!S COURSIC EVALUATION Q

BSTIONNATRE

FORM 66

w

2. COMPLETE IOENTI®I CAMION iNFORMATION TQ THE REGHT.

3. RESPOND TO THE 'YEMS PRESEN

'ECTIONS: 1. PRINT THE NAME AN I NUMBER OF TiS COURSE MERE
4. USE PENCIL ONLY-00 %97 use PEN.

RIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

1 unnk that lhe course was laught qu\te wel/

T would prcfer adifferent niethod of instraclion, o

- The pace of the course was too slow,

- At timés | was confused,

" Exceltent: course content,

“The examinations were oo difficult,

Generaily, the coslse was well organized,

“Ideas and concepts wets developed loo tapidly.

" The content of the coutse was 100 elementary,

' Some days | was not very interested in this 'coutse,

it twas guite bering

The mslmclc: ex‘nrbned p:ofessmnal dngmty and beaung in the chss:oom.

_Ang? her-meihod of mslmctm should have been employed,

y(ou:se Wwas’ qmte usefut,

-

BLEASE FILL OUT THE OTHER SIDE]|

o Mrasurcment and Reseur \h Division, Office of lnsiructivnal Resourves, UNGERSITY OF ILLINOIS % By Richard E, Spencer, 1968
v ] i ' x
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e . _Uleam note when other teaching methods are used. .[ SAMPLE MARKS: :
. o _llwasawash. of time, USE o) I !
‘ _Overall, the course was good. . L PENCIL by s I
The textbeck was very gocd, ) 0 NLY . e} I -
The instructot secmed lo be inteiested in students as perscns. * o I |
Mcvo courses should be taught this way. eaf [~ T?ES_E(SN_SE— 'E'('J‘[;E“ Y
N T< e ceurse held my mtnresl. ’ .
. i R | would have prefeired another .nethcd of teaching in this course, MARK ~ 54 1F vou STPONGLY AGREE
- B R i was easy to remain ittentive, \ WiITH THE [TEM
ER- - : —{ MARK A IF YOU AGREE MODERATELY
B D ; ,,1.-‘.'5 ‘n_‘tmch ' dxd not synthesize, integrate or sur unarlze elfnctwely. - ’ WITH THE 1TEM
E ' Not pech way gair ‘ud by tamng, lms course, MARK ] IF YOU DISAGREE MODERMTELY
5 = . (tTH TRE ITEM
: The instructor encoyraged the de\elo paent of new view omks and appreciations. W
;o - g d P Pprecia MARK 313 IF YOu STRCNGLY DISAGREE
‘ The ccurse material seened wol!h'\hne. . WITH THE ITEM
N rwas cL!fn:u!t to remain atlentive, . ) .
5 _Instrucior 4 —
o : fomework assigaments were helnful in undelstandmg the cc-uvse.
5 ' ' ]'rem was net enaagn sluden! panmpahon 1or thls type of course, . ~ .
S . The msmctor md a thomugh nowledgu of h is subject maltes, - . e )
o -
: @ Tne content of the coutse was good, ___| COMPLETE SECTIONS BELOW ACCORDING
T _Thre course increased my general knowledge, TO YOUR INSTRUCTDR'S DIRECTIONS:
Vi - B | I b N
{E The types of tnst questions used were geod, OPTIONAL PPTIONAL
R Hdd ld ry attention throughout the course, - PART I PART i}
o ;‘; . “The denands of the students were not coms;dereo oy (he -nstructor. ITEMS Sl 75 ITEMS 76- IOO
- ol L
¥ : Umnterestsng course, ®
R 1% was a very worthwhile course, . i
“_j & ~ Some things were not expla:ned veiy well,
a .
x5 - L, The way in n which this course was taught resuits ‘n better student Iearmng. ]
zz ‘
G < The course material was teo difficult, f :
Qo) R T e T
72 . One of iy’ Doorest courses. :
<z ! ¢
N g " hhte ial in lha course vias easy to 1ollo-. :
H - e A BT !
48 Th, mstluct( seerwed to cons1der leachmg 4s a chote or routme activity, . L
2 ;1 i 4 More outside |Lad|ng is necessary. i : ‘ﬂ ]
L . Course matvual was poorly organized. ;|
H . ‘
8 : Course was not vely hetpful, .
- o R . — .
. L Was quite interesting. .

-
N

T . %/Ouid take another course that was taught this way.
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THE ADVISOR .

Official Evaluation Fourm of ‘ T 'IG,‘dChC‘I‘ Coursu Lv*dudtxon Guide
Chumpaiga - Urbap~ Campus . Um\er%xt; of Ilhnoxs "

Please-use this side of the form for your personal comments on teacher elféclivene’és and general course value --then ture it over and

answer the objective questions on the other side, using pencil only. Remember--these questignnaires will be collected by a student
in your class and maa!ed by h hm to the Ad\usor staft. Your instructor will not see your completed evaluation.

COURSE CONTENT . ' " .
Please give your cosn miends oo the eourse content, sub;nct matter and any particular relevance this course has had 1 your area of stui;
N ' r B ’
. ) [ ]
INSTRUCTORS Wit e name of your Principle st or o . | T.A,

What ate your generat comments about the tmstructot in this course?

v - .
* " b
PAPERS AND HOMEWORK o : :
Comment on the vatue of books, homework, and papers-(if any) in this course, ‘ _ e
1
\

- EXAMS - ; '
Comnent on the exams (quizzes, practicals) as to difticulty, fairness, etc.

H]

[ ]

GENERAL = - ' | »
1. What improvements in this course would you suggest?

2. Please give yous t‘mdghm! evaluatisn of this Course with comments, Are you satisfied with what you got out of this-course?
Do you consider 1t a valuab!e educahonal expenenco? Simply a means of passing-a requirement? Ora d:sapposntmenﬂ
P!ease comment. =, . :

. 3 .
-

" PLEASE FILL' OUT:THE OTHER SIDE.

s, s

. . - K . B S ) . o o
i 5 LoenenyRa ST s Sten s ropes y OPTICAL SCANNING CORPORATION @ wisvion by a1



